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CATA GATHEREC FROM QUESTIONNAIRE RESFONSES ANC FROM
BIOGRAPHICAL FUBLICATIONS ARE USEC 7O STUCY 333 JUNIOR
COLLEGE FRESICENTS ANC OTHER FERSONNEL WITH MAJOR
ACMINISTRATIVE RESFONSIEILITIES IN BOTH FUSLIC ANC FRiVATE
INSTITUTIONS. ECUCATIONAL SACKGROUNC 1S COMPAKEC IN TERMS OF
LEVEL OF DEGREE HELLC ANC FERIOD OF AFFOINTMENT. FREVIOUS
EXFERIENCE ANC RECRUITMENT FATTERNS ARE SUMMARIZEDL IN
RELATION TO STATE ANC ACMINISTRATIVE GOVERNANCE TYFOLOGY .
FEWER THAN HALF OF THE ACMINISTRATORS (44.1 FERCENT) FOSSESS
A DOCTORAL CEGREE, ANC TWO-THIRDS OF THOSE HOLC THE EU.D.
CEGREE. A WICE VARIATION IN THE SROFORTION OF COCTORATE
HOLCERS AMONG STATES 1S NOTEC. REARLY THREE-FOURTHS (72.1
PERCENT) OF THE ENTIRE GROUF SFECIALIZEC IN FROFESSIONAL
EDUCATION FOR THEIR HIGHEST CEGREE. EIGHTY FERCENT OF THESE
PRESICENTS CAME TO THEIR ASSIGNMENTS CIRECTLY FROM SOME OTHER
ACMINISTRATIVE FOST. A TRENC TOWARC SELECTING MORE FRESICENTS
FROM THE SENIOR COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY RANKS 1S VALICATECD,
ALTHOUGH WICE VARIATIONS AMONG THE STATES 1S AFFARENT. BOTH
SIZE OF THE COLLEGE ANC MOCE OF LOCAL GOVERNANCE ARE FOUNC TO
INFLUENCE WHETHER FRESICENTS ARE SELECTEC FROM COLLEGE RANKS
OR FROM POSITIONS IN ELEMENTARY ANDC SECONDARY SCHOOLS. MEAN
AGE OF THE GROUF 1S 47 YEARS WITH A RANGE FROM 31 TO 74, THE
NET ANNUAL REPLACEMENT NEEC 1S ESTAEBLISHEC AS 4.7 FERCENT OF
THE TOTAL NUMBER. (AL)
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The role plajed by the junior coilege in American educailion has increased
steadily in importance over the past two decsades. Especially has this been K
true since the inerezsed birth rate that followed World War II begen to e fa
veflected in the college-age ponulstion. Accompanyving this increase in college-age
population has heen techadldgical change zosupled with favarable economic conditions.
These latter Pactors bave created hoth more of & aeed and a greeter desire for
education beyond bigh school. .

While 81l tyres of tiro-year colleges have felt ihe impect of these changing
conditisms, public juni ;> colleges have been most dram tically afiected. States
waickh previously Lad fev ov o such institutions neve esieblisled or are in the
process of establishlisy v ace-wi’ v 52w e.p., Florids, b3 nchusetts, North
Caralina, Ohio, and Oregu.:. State  ueiw-an appreclable numbayr of _wLlic junior
en.leges already evistzd ere oxperizucing pronounced enroiiment growrths and
curriculum expansions. Some of these states such as California, Illinois,
Michigan, New York, and Washirgtca imve also established numersus new instititions

Accompenying this crowth has been increesinglv favorable representation
of the junior colleze in newspdisrs awd povvler aad professional magazines.
Hovever, relatively rev of the articles appearing in professional Journels
are anglytical in nature. Cince specific inPormetion is needed as & bacis Pov
inprovement, more attention tu this approech saem: neeced. It requires "vutting

?

the microscope,” so to speak, i specific aspecte of the institution and i%s

operation. The research reydctad in hic avticle is of such a nature.

Descripting -8

Procedurq

This article is besed on data collected for = nation-wida predictive stidy




of junior college administrative need.'e:.:L That study ineluded presidents and sther i

2reonnel with melor cdministirative respousibilities in both public and private

institutions. Reported here are anslyses made of the educatiomal vackgrounds,

previous experience, and age of those who in the spring of 1963 held positions

@8 chief edministrators of yubli. junior colleges of the aggregate United States.2

In addition, the rate and causes of turnover for this position were deter iined.

To make possible comparisons by state, tabulatione vere made using those states 2y

for which data could be obtained on 5 op more presidenis. Sixteen states -rere

incl:ded on that basis, and they represznted 274 (82.3%) of the entire group '::.'i

rerorted upon. *
Informetion was soliciced from che chief administre.tors of all public

Junior colleges listed in Siie 193 Jurior College Directory.3 Subsequencly

the following vere eliminated for the reasoms noted:

1. Acting presidents. Their status is temporary by definition, and hence

it vas felt that they might not be representative of junior college presidents,
Five vere omitted for this reason.

2. Chief administrators of Wisconsin tuo. year county teachers colleges.

Tris group, numbering 22, administers an antiquated and pessing irnstitution on

tae Americen educational sceas.

P ———

l'I'hese predictions appear Jr ¢ rammhlat entitled Adininistrators for
America's Junior Colleges: A Prei cilon of fleeds 1967 -1950 b, Faymond E. Schultz.

I. can be obtained for per cozy {rum the American Association of Junior
Colleges, 1777 Massachusetts Avenue » N. V., Washington, D. C.

“rost. of the data For thi: paper is from the dissertation of Dayion Y. Robert: ;
entitled "Chief Administraturs of Public Junior Colleges: A Prediction of the t
Number Needed and Sources of Supply 1963-1¢73." (Unpublished Fh.D. dissertation,
Filoride State University, 10Gh.)

3me terms "chief administretor” and "oresident" are usad interchangeably
ens refer o the individual wlo has major vespousibility for the edministration
o a campus operation. Therefore s 1 cities like Chicegs and Los Angeles which
have several junior college carpuses, the head or each on= included in the
1963 Junior College Directory wes included. ’
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3. Directors of certain extencion centers. Information obtaircd from

directors af eleven extersion centers indicated tuat they did not function in
the capacity of.chief adiinistretor, and hence they were eliminated.
4, Presidents of Negro institutions. This group was eliminated for two

related reasons. First, only 19 such institutions existed in 1963, and that
number has since been reduced. With the . recent pyogress of racial ‘ntegration,
it seems likely that virtually a1l public Negro Jmior colleges will either
becoms fully biracial or be amslgamated vith other institutions. Second, 12 of
ti2 19 Institutions were located in one sﬁte--l"lorida-—and 9 of them had very
sz8ll enrollments.’ If the presidents of those institutions had been included,
it would have necessitated a separate annlysis to avoid a distorted picture of.
Florida s compered to othe.: states.

5. Presidents of institutions in the process of transition to senlor

colleges. Pour presidents Jell in this category.
In summary, the chief administrators of 61 institutions listed in the
1963 Junior College Directory were omitted from ccnsideration. This left

363 administrators as the wpotential population.

. Two typez of sources provided the basic data on which the anslyses
réported herein vere mede. One was an information form designed for this
study, and the other consisted of nationally recognized biographical

publications.>

Information was utilized for 333 jJunior college presidents or
32 per cent of the total eligivle group. Insofar as the literature indicates 3
this represents by # considereble mergin the largest number of public Junior

college presidents ever studied in -uch detail.

4 primary motive in creating them seems to have been & (aire to forestall

integration. Since that did not prowve successful, several have becn discontinued,
and the sae fate can be expected for the others.

2Thase publications were Presidents and Deans of American Collemes and

Universities 1962-63, Who's Who in Americe, Vao's Who in American Education,
Who's Wbo in the Bast,and Who's Who In the Souch ond Soimest.




Review of Related Studies

Only one previous study is reporced in the literature viich treats the
background of public junior eollege presidents as & distinet group. Thati study
by Shannon was concernad primarily with the chief administrator's self-perception
of his rols. He did, hovever, report certain vackground information on the 240
prasidents included in his study.t

Other related studies have been reported in which rresidente of public
Junior colleges were included with presidents of other types of two-year colleges.
Ievis included 128 junior college presidents and a mach larger group of senior
college and wulversity presidents in & study of their backgrmmds.a He made no
distinction between private and public Jur.or college presedents in hic analyses.
A rather comprehensive profile of Junior college presidents vas drawm by ank.3
His sample consisted of 162 presidents vith spproximately two-thirds of them in
public junior colleges. Like Lovis, Le grouped together presid:nts of public
and private institutions.

There have been a number of iuvestigations inio the backgrounds of senior
college and universiiy presidents. None of thzse vere in recent years, uvith the
study by Lewls, previously mentioned, in 1952-53 beinsg the most recent. One of

the earliest and most comprehensive studies of this type vas one by Thwing in 1926. 4

WWilliam G. Shennon, "The Commmity College Sresident: A Study of the
Role of President of tbe Public Community Junior College.” (Unpublished Ed.D.-
dissertation, Coluubia University, 1962.3/

?\Jill:lam P. Levis, "Backgrounds of College Presidents in the United States
1952-53." (Unpublished EC.D. dissertation, George Peabody College, 1953.)

3Ii‘za.y Havk, "A Profile of Junlor College Presidents," Junior Collepe Journal,
30: 340-46, February, 19GO.

uCharles F. Thwing, The College Fiesident (New York: Macriilen Compeny, 1920).
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Educational Backgrounds

Highest earncd degree. All but 10 (3.1%) of the 333 presidents held an

carned graduate dogree. OUne hundred seventy-six (52.6$) had a master's as their
highsst degree, uitk 147 (44.1%)" possessing the doctorate. OFf this latter group,
nearly twice as many had an Eda.D. as had the Ph.D.--95 as conpared to 52.

To determine if the proportion of Junlor college pwesidents holding a
doctoral degree is increasing, a compariéon vas made of those appointed during
different time periods. (See Table 1) Assuming that the proportiom of those
vho bad doctorates 1s the same for surviving and non-surviving chief administratcors,
then a greatly increased erphdsie is being given the doctorate in the selection
of Junior collage presiceuts. Tais trenrd may ba even more promoanced than these
comparisons shoaw by virta: ol the fact that those appointed longest ago have had
wore time to complete a Jociural program afier asswsing their positions than
those eppointed more 1ecently.

When analyzed by state, wide variation was found in the proportion of
rresidents who possessed the doctorate. The 1G stetes used for this purpose
are arranged in rank order in Table 2. No obvious explanation could be found
Tor the rank order. For cxample, in both Floride (which ranked highest) and
Massachusetts (vhich i1anked lowest), most public Junior c¢olleges were establiched
after 1956.2 Therefore, recency of appointment did not alone explain a state's

rank.

At first inspection, it apreared thwt nelther was type of control related.
In Florida, public Junlor colleges nie upsreated by the loecal sclol district,
vhereas in Mussacimsetts and in Oklahcma (which rankad second) they are directly

under state control. Hovever, vhen all 333 institutions represented in the study

]‘I'his compares almost exectly with the 139 reported by Shannon, op. cit.

2'.l‘he reader is reminded that t:he' public Negro junior colleges in Florida
are excluded. '




TABLE I

PER CENT OF PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGE
PRESIDENTS WITH DOCTORATE DEGREES IN
RELATION TO THE PERIOD OF APPOINTMENT

Year President Number Appointed Number Per Cent
| Appoir.ted to Position Who Are 3till with With
(Inclusive) In Offire Doctorate Doctoreate
1600-1940 12 1 " 8.3
| 1941-1951 56 16 28.5
1952-1958 : 123 52 42.3
‘, 1959-1963 142 78 54.9
Total 333 147

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




TABLE 2

HIGHEST FARNED DREOREE OF PUBLIC JUNIOR
COLLEGE PRESIDENTS IN STATES WITH
EIGHT OR MORE PRESIDENTS RERPORTING

N=274
Per Cent
State Baccalaureate Master:s Doctorate Doctorates
Florida 17 100.0
Oklahoma | 3 5 62.5
Cslifornie H 23 37 60.6
Washington | 4 6 60.0
New York 2‘; T 13 59.1
Maryland 5 T 58.3
Georgla 4 4 50.0
Texas 16 13 uy .8
Michigan 8 6 h2.8
Illinois 16 T 30.4
Kansas 10 3 23.1
Pennsylvania 2 8 3 23.1
Miasissippi 11 2 16.7
Iowa 12 2 14.3
Minnesota 7 1 2.5
Massachusets 1 7 1 11.1
Total 6 141 127

©

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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vere classified by type of control, a distinct pattern was observed. It will be

noted from Tebie ] thet the proportion of presideants holding the doctorate was

virtually the same in institutions vith local independent boards as for institutions

sharing their board with the loeal public schools but having sepaucte facilities.
Furthermore, institutions with thess tro types of control hed a much higher
percentage vith the doctorete {51.7% and 49.2% respectively) than did institutions
wvith reglonmal or state boards. A posaibls conclusion to be dravn from this
analysis is that local control end separats facilities are the conditions most
conducive to the selection of doctorate holders as presidents of public Junior
colleges.

Area of specialization. An analysis was made to determine the ares of

spacialization for the highest degres. Table % shows that the area of
specialization for the overwhelming mjority--72.1%--vas professional education.
The specialization “higher education” vas seperated from professional education
to ascertain tle exteni to vhich : ..igit e represerted. Table 4 shows that
few yesidents now have hlgher education as a spacial field of study. An
appreciable gain in the number of Jualor college presidents with this
specialization can be expected duriny the years ahsad a# o result of the recent
increase of enrollments and graduwals programs in “higher sducation."

To ottain & more detailed account of thelr educatiomal backgrounds, &n
analysie was made of the area of study for each degree ibese presidents
possesadal. The results of this comperisan, presrnted in Table 5, show that
publie Junior college presidents possessed more breadth of backgiround than
might be concluded oz the basis of the data contained in Table 4. Most of them
had an academic major at the undergraduate level, and collecti: -.y they held 129
graduate demrees in academic disciplires. Of the academic arens, the social

sclences were represented by far the most frequently with the sciences next.

]
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TABLE 3

PER ENT OF PUELIC JUNIOR COLLEGE PRESIDENTS
WITH DOCTORAT? DEG..€S BY TYPE OF
ORGANTZATION AND CONTROL

MMW

Type of Number Number Per Cant

Organlzation Presidents Under with with

and Control Each Type Control Doctorates Doctorates
Lucal Shared Board 36 8 22.2
(Shared facilities)*
Leoal -Shared Board
(Separate facilities)*# 128 63 49,2
Local Independent Eoard 116 60 51.7
Reglonal or State Board 53 . 16 30.2

Total 333 147 ‘

#Shared with Thé 1ocal public Schools
*%)A separate campus from th.t of the loeal public schools

TABLE 4

AREA OF SPECIALIZATION FOR HIQOHEST DEGREE
OF PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGE PRESIDENTS

2 — — —
Area No. pPer Cent
Education (without designation) 212 . 63.7
Higher Bducation 28 8.4
Humanities and Social Science 59 17.7
Science 30 9.0
Business | | 4 1.2

Total 333 100.0
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TABLE 5

MAJOR AREAS OF STUDY TAKEN
BY PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGE PRESIDENTS
(11 most frequently reported)

P e s e P P L S

Major Area Total Number (raduate Degrees Bachelor's

of Study All Degrees Only#* Degree#*#
1. Education (all areas) 336 . 296 40
2. History 76 36 4o
3. English 58 18 40
" 4. Math 10 14 26
5. Chemistry 35 15 20
6. Psychology 27 18 9
7. Blology | 20 7 13
8. Economics 19 y 15
9. Engineering 18 5 13
10, Political Science 16 - a0 6
11. Science {unspecified) 16 2 14

#This column exceeds 333 because many presidents possessed more
than one graduate degree.

#3This column does not total 333 since a considerable numoer had
undergraduate majors in miscellaneous areas and others held
professional degrees cnly. Also, some did not provide this
information. '
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Previove E:perience

Pype of position. The group vas enalyzed in terms of tZe last frevious

position held. The resulis are given in Table G.and represent comsidereble
divergence. Neerly 80 per cent came directly from some administrative pssition
in education. As might be expected, the largest group (39%) came from other
jurior college sd.’ istrative posiiions. The fact that less than 10 per cent

ceme from sther Jjunior college presidencies shows that there was relatively little
moverent from one junior college presidency to another. In fact, neerly as mny
(8.8%) came directly from asdministrative positions in sealor colleges.

The second largest group (22.2%) hed been in administrative positions in
the elementary and secondary schools. When those who came from state departments
of education are included vith thet grovp, we £ind that over one-fourth of
them (26.T%) had been administrators in positions below the lunior college lzvel.

Viewed another vay, the data of Tsble 6 show that the overvhelminz majority
of these junior college presidents came directly from other administrative
positions. Only i2.3 per cent came from teaching, and most of these vere from
college and university faculties, though this is not revealed in the table.
Virtually none assumed their positions directly from graduate school and very
few cams from outside educationm.

Tyoe of institution. An enslysis vas meds to ascertain if the picture has

been changing in terms of thé type of iustitutions from which junior college
presidents .are recruited. This was dop= by grouping these presidents on the
basis of the period of their appointrents. The results of this onalysis are shown
in Table T. -

By virtue of the small number of presidents who were appointed before 1941,
caution needs to be e;cereised in extrapolating from the information relative to

that group. Nevertheless, some distinct pattorns can be cSbeerved. Por example,




TABLE 6

LAST PREVIOUS POSITION HELD BY
INCUMBENT PUBLIC JUNIOR3COILEGE PRESIDENTS |
N=33 §

2 S . — A ————— . S E—
Type ornﬁrevious Position | o N Per Cent
Administrator in a senior collegewor university 29 8.8
Chief administrator of another junior college 32 9.6
Administrator (other than president)
in a Junior college 130 39.0
School administrator (eleméntary and /or
secondary) T4 22,2
Employed by a state department of eduecation 15 4,5
Teacher (any level) ) Y] 12.3
Graduate student 3 .9
Position outside of education 9 _ . 2.7
Total 333 100.0
TABLE 7 !

TYPE OF INSTITUTION FROM WHICH INCUMBENT
PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGE PRESIDENTS WERE RECRUITLD
IN RELATION TO PERIOD OF EMPLOYMENT

N=333
Type of Institution Period of Ehploymant

Senior College or University 8.3 (1) 10.7 (6) 13.1 \16) 21.0 (30)
Same Institution 25.0 (3) 30.4 (17) 25.4 (31) 21.6 (31)
Another Junior Collaege 33.3 (4) 14.3 (8) 27.0 (33) 28.7 (#1)
Elementary or secondary

school 33.3 (4) 30.4 (17) 28.7 (35) 22.4 (32)
State Department of Bducation O 5.3 (3) 4.1 (5) 2.8 (4)

Other (including graduate

school) 0 ' 8.9 (5) 1.6 (gl 3.5 (5)

Potal 99.9 (12) 100.0 (56) 99.9 (122) 100.0 (143)




there is a definite trend toward recruiting more jJunior college presidents from
positions in senior colleges end wniversities. Canversely, there is a trend
avay from recruiting from elementary and secondary schools. Ewven so, the
proportion beiné recruited from below the college level is still considersble.
The junior college itself has been ths primery source from which these jresidents
were recruited., Of the total group over the entire period, exactly alf were
employed in a Junior qou.ege imeedistely prior to becoming presidents. There
appears to be a blight trend toward more coming from another junior college
rather than being pramoted from vithin the institution. Incidentally, while
not shaxm in Table T, only three of these 333 presidents came directly from

& position in a private Junior college.

The data of Teble T reise the question @8 to whethsr & larger proportion
of junior college presldents should not be recruited from within the Junior
collegs renks. Stated another way, can the public junior college develop an
articuiate philosophy with such 8 divergence of backgrounds among its
administrators? Or, does this divergence of backgrounds bring to the Junior
college movement a variety of viewpoints that constitutes a strength?

To ascertain 1f variations existed among states in terms of vhere these
Junior college presidents were recruited, several other analyses were made.
Three of them are presented and discussed here; namely, (1) a state by state
comparison, (2) a comparison by type of control, and (3) a comparison by
institutional :mrollrent.

The apalysis by state failed to reveal any clsar-cut patterns. Also, due
to the smll numbers involved in some states, percentage comparisons tended
to create distortions. As might be expected, those states vith a considersble

mmber of older jJunior colleges have recruited & high proportion of their
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presidents from the junior college ranks. Although Teble 8 does not provide
this breakdown, most of them were recruited from institutions within the state
vhere employed.

It vill be observed from Tebla 8 that prancunced differences existed among
states 1: the proporiion of presidents recruited from senior colleges and
universities. California drex & smaller proportion of its presidents from this
source than one might expect. Three of ths states which renked highsst on this
basis, Massachusetis, Maryland, and Flarida, had recently established most of
their junior colleges. This suggestEthat vhen e state is repidly expanding its
public Junior college system, it utilizes a variety of sources for obtaining
presidents to head up these institutions. A swrprising situation is present in
the case of Massachusetts, haever; namly, that drawing heavily upon this source
doss not necessarily result in & high proportion of presidents who possess the
doctorate. It will be zecalled from the data of Teble 2 that Massachusetts had
the lowest proportion of doctorate holders of any state snalyzed. Conversely, in
Florida, which had also recruited from senior :.lleges and universities to a
considerabls degree, all residents had doctorel degrees.

Table O presents the snalysis based an type of institutionel control. Here
one can observe distinct variations. Jimior colleges baving local boards which
shared their facilities with local public schools were a group apart in terms
of where their presidenis were recruited. They attracted a considsxebly.
smaller proportion of the’ presidents from senior colleges and universities
and a far larger proportion from elsmentary and secondary schools than did
institutions vnder other types o control -- including th.se with local shared
boards but with separate facilities. The other three categories rocruiq;ed
approximately the same proportion of their presidents from senior colleges
and universities.

A major surpriss resulting from this apalysis vas the fact that institutions
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TLBLE 8

TYPE OF INSTITUTION FROM WHICH INCUMBENT
PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGE PRLSIDR'TS WERE RECRUITED
IN SELECTFD STATES '

.

Per Cent Recruited From#

State Tote™ r.College unior em. or —Other
N=274 or university College Ses.School
California 61 8.2 (5) 73.8 (45) 18.0 (11) -- (0)
Texas 29 17.2 (5) 65.6 (19) 17.2 (5) -~ (0)
Illinois 23 8.7 (2) 52.2 (12) 39.1 (9) -= (0)
New York 22 13.6 (3) 54,5 (12) 13.6 (3) 18.2 (4)
Florida 17 29.4 (5) 41.2 (7)  17.6 (3) 11.8 (2)
Towa 14 7.1 (1) -~ {0) 85.7 (12) 7.1 (1)
Michigan 14 -= (0) 42.9 (6) 50.0 (7) 7.1 (1)
Mississippi 13 -- (0) 69.2 (9) 15.4 (2) 15.4 (2)
Kansas 13 - (C) 61.5 (8) 30.8 (4) 7.7 (1)
Pennsylvania 13 15.4 (2) 61.5 (8) 15.4 (2) 7.7 (1)
Maryland 12 81.7 (5) 25.0 (3)  25.0 (3) 8.3 (1)
Washington 10 20.0 (2) 60.0 (6) - 10.0 (1) 10.0 (1)
~ Massachusetts 9 44 4 (4) 22.2 (2) --  (0) 33.3 (3)
Georgic 8 50.0 (4) 25.0 (2) == (0) 25.0 (2)
Minnesota 8 12.5 (1) 75.0 (6) 12.5 (1) -= (0)
Oklahoma 8 25.0 (2) 25.0 (2) 37.5 (3)  12.5 (1)

*Be-. ase Of the small numbers involved, these classifications have been
cowbined from those used in T.ble 7.
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with local indepsndent boards reciruited an appreciadly smallsr proportion of their
presidents from the elementary and secondery schools than did any of the other
categories. One might sxpeet throt inctitutions undar regional or state boards
would bave had this distinction. However, they recruited nearly as high a
proportion of their presidents from elsmntary and sscondary schools as did
institutions with local shered bosrds and separate facilities.

Junior colleges with local imependent bosxds had "hame grown" presidents,
to use the vernacular. It will be cbserved frum Table 9 that 6.9 per cent
of the presidants of these institutions cams directly from the Jundor college
ranks. (This figure is cvtained by cowbining the two "jJunior college"
categcries.) The correspanding proportion wes 50 per cent for institutions with
shared boards and local facilities, 37.9 pexr cent for those witl regional or
state boards, and but 30.0 per cent for those with loeal shared boaxds and
shared facilitles.

Table 10 shows that elementary and secondaxry schools were the major source
of presidenis for junior colleges with small enrollmsnts. Over 40 per cent
of the presidemts of Institutions with under 400 enrollmant came divectly from
such positions. By contrust, only 13.6 per cent of the presidants of jumior
colleges with enrollments 2000 and over came from this souroce.

Ons might expact the reverse of what wes foundi In the propoartion of chief
administrators wvho were racruited from senior colleges and uniwersities. The
fact that the proportion 1s lowest in the 2000 and over enrollment categary is
‘certainly not vhat might be anticipatsd. This may, in part &t least, bde a
result of selsction practices in California wheie & preponderance of ths mation's
very large junior colleges sxe located and vhere, as is shown in Teble 8, most
presidents were seslscted from otier jumiocr collags positioms.

That supposition is supported by the fact that 72.8 per cent of the
presidents in institutions with enrollments of 2000 and over came from this
source. The percentage dropped for each subsegquent smller enrollmsnt. ocategory
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TABLE 10
TYPE OF INSTITUTION FROM WHICH INCUMBENT

BY ENROLLMENT OF PRESANT INSTITUTION

Mw -

Type of Institution

Ne353

inrollment Catezo

er
(N=85)

of Present Institution

'—*uuU"-"uuu:2y§!-'-anv:rygg'-1axnriair1ﬁﬁas
(W=89 (N=71 (N=88)

Senior College or
University

' Same Institution
Another junior college

Elementary or secondary
school

State department of
education

Other (includi
graduate school

18.8 (16)
17.6 (15)
16.5 (14)

41.2 (35)

3.5 (3)

2.4 (2)

20.2 (18)
21.4 (19)
19.1 (17)

25.8 (23)
5.6 (5)

7.9 (7)

12.7 (9)
26.8 (19)

£8.2 (20)
25.4 (18)
2.8 (2)

4,2 (3)

11.% (10)
33.0 (29)
39.8 (35)

13.6 (12)
2.3 (2)

-- (0)
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and was only 34.1 per cent for institutions witb enrollments of und.er 40O students.
There may also be reflected here the fact thet Junior colleges with larger

staffs have more opportunity than LLose vith smell staffs to attrect into second
echelon roles young edriinistrators with the poteniial to become presidents. Another
contributing factor mey be presidsnts who were recruited from senior college and

university staffs to head up new junior colleges which initially have small
enrollments.

Ages

This group of presidents ranged in age from 31 to Th years with a median
sge of U7, Tuosc f2lling et the first quartile of the age distribution vere 42
years old while those at the third quartile were 57. 'The mean ege for the group
vas 50.3 years, walch is 1.3 years older than the 49 years reported by Lewis for
the 128 public and private jJunior college precidents included 1n his stmt,r,l

Ko cther data were found on the mean age of junjor college presidents.
However, severel studies have reported the age of such presidents at the time of
appoiniment. Ilewis reported that the mean age of his sample at the time of
appointment to the presidency was 41 years. Bawk, in 1960, revorted that the
mean age at the time of appointment for his sample of 16 junior college presidents
(tbout, two-thirds of whom were in public institutious) vas 42.5 years.2 Ey
comparison, the mean age at ths time of appointment for this groun was found to
be 43.1 years. Inasmich as the samples used by Lewis and Hawx also included
private junior college presidents, a further analysis was made of the data to
ascertain if there vas a trend toward selecting older public junior college
presidents. The median as well a. the first and third quartile distrioution was

Yewis, op. cit., p. 39.
zn'nk, op._cit., p. 342.
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computed for presidents who were appointed dwring three successive tims periods

as follows:
PRRICD AGE QP AT DISTRIBUTION POINTS
AFFCIXTED Jirst Quartile Yedisn Thind Quartile
1946-52 38 he bt
1953-57 38 43 50
1958-62 ho 45 50

The n.bove'ev:ldonce reveals that there has been a slight trend towvard
sslecting older individuals as presidents of public junior collages. One
wight have expscted exactly the opposite trend in light of the large nunber
of nev institutions which have beer establisbhed in vecsnt years.

As a further anslysis, age diat'ribu'biona vere compared by state. The
results are presented in Table 11. It shows that taere was considersble

variability among these 16 states in the mean ages of public junior college
presidents. There is uo apparent explanmation for these differences. For
example, necrly all these presidsnts in Florida and Massachusetts had been
appointed but a short time, and yet their mean ages varisd considerebly.
Further, an examination of Toble 2 in relation to Table 11 shows tlat there was
no correlation between zge and the proportion af doctorate holders. Finally,
there vas no indication that states with many long-established institutions

had a preporderancs of older presidents. In fact, of California's 61

presidents, only 4 were uver 60 years of age.

Reasons Puaitions Becams Availadble

Turnover is not, of course, directly related to the backgrounds of the

public junior college presidents included in this study. However, the reasons
that the positions which they held ecame awailable and the frequency with which
such vacancies deiralopad were factors directly relevant to the purpose of this

l{llC» report. For these reasous, an amalysis wes made to deternine the factors that
E :
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TABLE 11

AGE DISTRIBUTIONS AND MEAN AGES OF PUBLIC JUNIOR
COLLEGE PRESIDENTS IN 16 STATES

Total

N=2T74
State 30-40 41-50 51-60 61 & Over Mean Age

Florida 3 0 0 4.8
Washington 1 7T 2 0 46.7
Michigan 2 6 5 | hr.7
Towa 2 5 5 2 48.4
Lilinois 4 9 8 2 48,6

 Marylama 2 6 3 1 49.2
Minnesota 1 3 4 o 49.5
Pennsylvania 3 3 6 1 49.7
California 3 29 25 4 51.0
Massachusetts - 2 3 3 1 52.0
Kansas 2 b 4 3 57.1
Texas 3 8 12 6 53.1
Mississippi 1 h 4 4 53.2
New York 1 i 11 6 54.5
Oklahoma 0 3 2 3 54,7

* Georgia 1 2 3 54.9

3

110




accounted for vacancies occurring in this position. (See Table 12)

¥o “vends are observed in Teble 12 as to the reasons that vacancies ocowrred.
There seenmed to be more similarity hetween the first (1947 and before) period
 and the last (1956-63) perfod then between either of these and the two (1047-52
and 1953-57) intervening time periods. Comsidering the entire group, it will
be noted that spproximately one-third were the first presidents of their insti-
tation, anothu' one-third . filled wacancies left by presidents who resigned to
accept othor positions, and the remaining one-third filled wacsncies oecm'nng
for other reasous; i.e., retirements, deaths, and resigmtions before obtaining
another position. The fact that 11.7 per cent filled poeitions in which the
predecessor was released or reszgnedbetagfgacceptinganothsrpoutunnybe
& rough index as-t_o the propartion of pu;nc Junior colisgs presidents who are
unsuccessful or ex"tm],v dissatisfied ir +lat role.

Only one previous effort appears to have been made to ascertain turnover
of public junior college presidents. Nendorson stated that the leadership of
286 such institutions ithetatelctmgedm288thurhstbm
_I47-5T.1 Mawk accepted this statement as evidence that the cycle of leadership
in public Junior colleges is completed each decade.? Since Hemdersom did not
describe his procedure, it is not possidle to ascertain if his figures conlld
be used as & basis of comparison for thoss derived in this investigation. When
the turnover rate of public junior college presidents was computed for the
perixd 1953-54 through 1962-63, & mean anmwml. gross turnover rate of 5.2 per
cent vas obtained. (See Table 13) When those administrators vho came from
other presidencies were climinsted, the mean annual net repiacemsnt need was

luso D. Hendarson, "Hov Shall We Get Top Leedership for Commmity Colleges?"
Speech delivered in New York at a conforence of the Amsriecan Associstion of Junior
Colleges, February, 1958.

ZM, op. cit., p. 6.
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TABLE 12

; REASONS POSITIONS HELD BY JUNIOR COLLEGE
PRESIDENTS BECAME AVAILABLE

WW

Reason Position Per Cent by Periocd
Became Available 10077 & Before 1048-52 I§5§-57 1958-63 TMotal

Predecessor resigned 37.5 (15) 28.6(10) 23.5(20) 32.9(57) 30.6(102)
to accept another

position

Predecessor released or 17.5 (7) 17.1 (6) 9.4 (8) 10.4(18) 11.7(39)
resigned before ascepting
another position

Predecessor retired 2.5 (1) 25.7 (9) 37.6(32) 15.1(26) 20.4(68)
ordeceased
Predecessor's fate 7.5 (3) 5.7 (2) 7.1 (6) 3.0 (5) 14.8(16)

unknown or not glven :
Firsv person to hold 35.0 (14) 22.9 (8) 22.3(19) 38.7(67) 32.4(108)
position

Total N, (%0) (35) (85) (173) 100.0(333)




2L

found to be 4.7 per cent for the ten-year period. Both of these retes are, of

course, much lover than the 10 per cent figure advanced by Henderson. The fact

that the turnover rates for tuwo of the lust thruve years vare considexrabl;r above

the means may be an indication th:’. there is a recent trend tovard more turnover
in public Junior college pres:ldexicies.

Table 13 illustrates the computations made to cbtain the turnover rates
previously mentloned. These computations wexe obtained by using the number of
public junior calleges in existence for the years 1953-5# through 1962-63 wvhich
met the criteria for this study. That oumber vas further reduced by 8 per cent
to obtain & mumber canparsble to the 92 per cent of all remaining public Junior
colleges represented in this investigation. (Col. 2) The mmber of newly

- - appointed presidents fo: each year under considerstion was then determined. (Col. 3)

From this figure was subtracted the nunmber who vere heading neuly established
institutions. (Col. L) The number in Colum b was then divided by the mumber
in Colum 2 to give the sanual gross turnover rate. (Col. 5) Finally, the
nurber in Columm 6 was divided by the number in Colum 2 to give the net
replacement need. {Col. T)

Surpary

Following is a brief summrization and camentary upon this picture of the
educationel and experience backgrounds of public Junicr college presiGents
provided by this study.

Less than half (44.) $) of taem possessed en earned doctoral degree.

Nearly two-thirds of those with such a degree possessed the Ed.D. There was
vide varistion in the proportion of doctorste holders amwg states ranging from
100 to less than 12 per cent for tihe 16 states analyzed on this basis. The

proportion was lowest for institutions vith looal schosl boards and shared

facilities, being but 22.2 per cent and not much higher, 30.2 per cemt, for
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institutions under regional or state boards. There vas virtually no difference
' between institutions with local independent boards and those with local ahared
- boards but separate facilities. Approximately 50 per cent of the presidente
possessed the doctorate in both instances.
~ Bearly three-fourths '(72.1 %) of the entire group specialized in professional
education for their highest ¢egree. Only 8.4 psr cent identified any phase
of "higher education"” as their area of study within professional educationm.
However, a majority of them majored iu an academic discipline at the under-
graduate ieval with social science being most frequently represented, followed
by some phase of sclence.
Bighty .per cent ¢f these presidents came to their assignments directly
from some other administrative position. Nearly helf of the total (4S.6 %)
had hel& another Junior collepge administrative position. Another 22.2 per cent
came from & position in elementary and/or secondary school administration, and
€.0 per cent came from & senior college or university administrative position.
Of the 12.3 per cent vho came fr:m teaching, most were on college or university
faculties.
Considersbls variation existed among states 2: 1he propartion of public
Junior college presidents recruited from senior colleges and universities.
It vas highest in states with recently established or expanded Junior college
systems. Surprisingly, however, states that drew heavily from this source 1
d1d not necessarily bave a high ratio of doctorate holders. The fact timt |
institutions with enrollments under 800 had & higher proportion of presidents

who were recruited from senior colleges and universities than did institutions

with enrollments over 2,000 no doubt reflected the fact that many of these hed
been established only recently. That supposition is supported by the fact that
vhen an amalysis wvas made in terms of when a president was appointed, a distinct
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trend vas found toward seleciisny .elatively more presidents from the senior college

and universily ranks.,

Counversely, the trend was evay from selecting prés:ldents who had positions
n elementary a.nd. secondary nschools. The propor:ion vas still considerable,
however, amounting to 22.4 per cent of those appointed during the period 1959-63.
Wide variation exfsted auong states in this respect, ranging from 85.7 per
cent for Iom and 50 per ceni for Michigan to none for Georgia and Massachusetts.
The type of bomrd caitrol cesad “n Le on inportant factor here. Half of all
presidents in institutionz with i ¢ ared boards and shared racilities came
from positions iu elemeniary end secondery schools. Conwirsely, only 13.6
per cent of those In instiintlons governed Ly independent local boards came
from such positions.

It vas found that the larger junior colleges became, the more likely boards -
wvere to select presidents directly from the Junior cnllege ranks. Over twice as
large a proportion of the presidents of institutions with enrollments of 2000
end over were selected from this source as compared with institutions under
400 in enrollment--T2.6 per cent and 34.1 per cent.

The median ege for the group was U7 years with a range fram 31 to T4 Wide
varisiion was found among stetes, Florida having the youngest group with an
average age of k.8 years and Geormie the oldest with 54.9. Relative newness
of institutions wvas thought to hear e possible relationship to age, but this was
not found to be the case. Florida and Massachusetts both with many recently
established institutious ranked 1 and 10 respectively, whereas Iowa and

Mississippi, neither with a significant pumber of recently established institutions,

ranked 4 and 13 respectively among the 16 states analyzed.
Ao analysis of the remsons that the poeitions held by these presidents

became available showed that roughly one-third of their predecessors resigned
to accept another position, one-thiad vere in muly established positions, and




one-fifth were in positions which hecame availatle due to retirements or deaths.
Another 11.7 ver cert were  n positions vhere the predecessor had been released
of resigned before accepting another rositicm; The total or gross annual
turnover rate for this position wes found to bhe 5.2 per cent. When those vho
moved from one public junlor collere wresidency to anotler were execluded s the
net annual replucement need, i.c., il mrber of new presidents thnt mist be

recruited each year to f£1il vacancies cremted by turnover, 1ms 28’ blished as

4.7 per ceut of the totsl m-ber.




